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Table A-1

Town of Lena: No-Action Alternative CO Concentration Calculations.

CO Background Concentrations

1-hour background CO
18-hour background CQ

8-hour persistence factor

2.9 ppm
2.0 ppm

No-Action Modeling Results Peak Traffic Period.

Source: Louis Berger Group, Inc. 2002

2002 No-Action 2010 No-Action 2020 No-Action
Receplor modeled 1-br w/bg 8-Ir wibg modeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr wibg modeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr w/bg
R1 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 31 2.1
R2 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 i.9 2.0 0.2 3.1 2.1
i) 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R4 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 21 0.2 3.1 2.1
RS 0.2 3.1 2.1 0,2 3;1 2.1 0.4 33 2.3
RG 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 1 2.1 0.4 33 2.3
R7 0.2 31 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 33 23
R3 0.2 a1 2.1 . 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 3.3 2.3
R9 0.2 3.1 1.1 . 6.2 31 2.1 0.4 3.3 .3
RI1O 0.4 3.3 2.3 . 0.6 3.5 2.4 0.6 3.5 2.4
R11 13 4.2 2.9 1.5 4.4 31 1.9 4.8 3.3
RI12 1.0 3.9 2.7 1.1 4.0 2.9 1.6 4.5 3.1
R13 1.0 3.9 2.7 13 4.2 2.9 1.7 4.6 3.2
R4 .8 3.7 2.6 1.0 39 2.7 1.3 4.2 2.9
| Totals [N 4.2 2.9 4.4 3.1 4.8 33




Table A-2
Town of Lena: Expressway (Alternates 11 and 12) - CO Concentration Calculations.

CO Background Concentrations

I-hour background CC 2,9 ppm

8-hour background CO 2.0 ppm

8-hour persistence factor 0.7

Expressway Modeling Results Peak Traffic Period.

2010 ) 2020
Receptor modeled 1-hr wihg 8-hr wibg modeled 1-hr w/bg 8-hr wibg

Rl 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 2.9 2.0
R2 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 2.9 2.0
R3 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 z.9 2.0
R4 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 2.9 2.0
R5 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.1 3.0 2.1
R6 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.2 3.1 2.1
R7 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R8 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R% 0,2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R10 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.3 3.2 2.2
Rl 1.2 4.1 2.8 1.5 4.4 3.1
RI12 0.9 3.8 2.6 1.2 4.1 2.8
R13 1.0 3.9 2.7 11 4.0 2.3
D ne T Y e e .l

[Tos (e 41 | 25 [eww 4a | 5.1

Source: Louis Berger Group, Inc. 2001
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Table A-3

Town of Lena: Freeway (Alternates 1 Through 10) - CO Concentration Calculations.

CO Background Concentrations

1-hour background CO

8-hour background CO

8-hour persisience factor

2,9 ppm

2.0 ppm

0.7

Freeway Modeling Results AM Peak Traffic Period.

Source: Louis Berger Group, Inc, 2001.

2010 2020
Recepior modeled 1-hr wibg §-hr w/bg madeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr w/bg
RI 1.0 39 2.7 1.4 43 10
R2 0.5 34 2.4 0.8 3.7 2.6
R3 0.7 3.6 2.5 1.0 3.9 2.7
R4 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.4 3.3 2.3
RS 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.7 3.6 2.5
R6 (L4 3.3 2.3 0.4 33 2.3
R7 0.8 3.7 2.6 1.1 4.0 2.8
R8 1.0 3.9 2.7 1.4 4.3 3.0
R9 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 .3 2.3
RI0 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 3.3 2.3
RI1L 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 2.9 2.0
R12 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 2.9 2.0
R13 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 2.9 2.0
R14 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 2.9 2.0
Totals 3.9 2.7 N 43 3.0
Freeway Modeling Results PM Peak Traffic Period.
2010 2020
Receptor modeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr wibg modeled I-hr w/bg B-hr wibg
R1 0.8 3.7 2.6 1.2 4.1 2.8
R2 0.4 33 2.3 0.6 3.5 2.4
R3 0.6 3.5 2.4 0.9 3.8 2.6
R4 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.4 33 23
R5 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.4
R6 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.4 3.3 2.3
R7 0.8 3.7 2.6 1.0 3.9 2.7
RE 1.1 4.0 2.8 1.4 4.3 3.0
RY 0.2 al 2.1 0.4 3.3 2.3
R10 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.4
R11 0.0 2.9 2.0 0,1 3.0 2.1
RI12 0.0 1.9 2.0 0.1 3.0 2.1
R13 0.0 2.9 2.0 0.0 29 2.0
R14 0.0 1.9 2.0 0.1 3.0 2.1
[ Totals | 4.0 2.8 4.3 3.0




Table A-4
Freeway A]ignmgnt (Alternates 1 and 2) - CO Concentration Calculations.

CO Background Concentrations

1-haur background CO 2.9 ppm
8-hout background CO 2.0 ppm
8-hour persistence factor 0.7
Freeway Modeling Results AM Peak Traffic Period.
2019 2020
Receptor modeled 1<hr wihg 8-hr wihg modeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr wibg
Rl 0.3 3.7 1.5 i.0 3.9 1.6
R2 0.5 1.4 2.4 0.5 3.4 2.4
R3 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.6 3.5 2.4
R4 0.5 3.4 2.4 1.3 3.4 24
R3 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.3 3.2 2.2
R6 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.3 3.2 22
R7 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.4 1.3 2.3
R3 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.4 3.3 2.3
RY 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.5 3.4 2.4
RI10 0.5 3.4 2.4 0.6 A5 2.4
Ril 0.6 3.5 2.4 0.7 3.6 2.5
RI2 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.4 3.3 2.3
R13 0.3 32 2.2 0.3 3.2 2.2
R4 0.2 3.4 2.1 0.2 3.1 L
RI3 0.2 3.1 21 0.2 3.1 2.1
RIG 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.4
R17 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.3 3.2 2.2
KiEF U4 i 3.3 2.3 I 0.6 3.3 24
R19 0.7 3.6 2.5 I 0.8 3.7 2.6
| Tofals [REENSEEH 3.7 25 R 3.9 2.6

Freeway Modeling Results PM Peak Traffic Period.

2010 2020
Receptor modeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr wibg modeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr w/bg

RL Q.8 3.7 1.5 0.6 A5 24
R2 0.5 3.4 2.4 0.3 3.2 2.2
R3 0.5 34 2.4 0.4 3.3 2.3
R4 0.5 3.4 2.4 0.5 3.4 2.4
R5 0.2 34 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R& 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R7 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.3 3.2 2.2
R8 0.3 3.2 22 0.2 3.1 2.1
R9 0.3 3.2 2,2 4.2 3.1 2.1
RIO 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.4 3.3 2.3
RIl 0.6 3.5 2.4 0.6 3.5 2.4
R12 0.3 3.2 2,2 0.2 3.1 2.1
RI3 0.3 3.2 22 0.3 A2 2.2
R14 {1 3.0 2.1 0.1 3.0 2.1
RI15 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.1 3.0 2.1
R16 0.3 32 2.2 0.2 3.1 2.1
RI7 0,2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R18 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.4 3.3 2.3
Ri9 0.7 3.6 2.5 0.5 3.4 24

3.7 35 2.4

Source: Louls Berger Group, Inc, 2001,



Table A-5
Freeway Alignment (Alternates 3 Through 10) - CO Concentration Calculations.

[—

———

[ . CO Background Concentrations
1-hour background CO 2.9 ppm
7 8-hour background CO 2.0 ppm
l ‘ 8-hour persisience facior 0.7
r Freeway Modeling Results AM Peak Traffic Period.
I . 2010 Build AM 2020 Bnild AM
Receplor modeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr wibg modeled 1-hr wibg B-hr wibg
r; R 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.3
bl R2 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 1.1 2.1
b R3 0.1 2.0 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
R4 0.2 31 2.1 0.4 3.3 23
[ RS 0.2 3. 2.1 02 3. 2.1
i\ ! R6 0.3 32 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.3
R7 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.4 3.3 2.3
— R8 0.3 32 2.2 0.4 3.3 2.3
! . RY 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 3.3 2.3
{ RIO 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.3 3.2 2.2
RI1 0.4 3.3 2.3 8.5 3.4 2.3
/ 7 RIZ 0.5 34 2.4 0.5 3.4 2.3
! | RI3 0.6 3.5 2.4 0.5 3.4 2.3
' Rl4 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.4 3.3 23
— R1S 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 3.3 2.3
L RI6 0.2 31 2.1 0.3 3.2 2.2
i. J RI7 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.4 3.3 2.3
R18 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 3.3 2.3
. RIS 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.2 3.1 2.1
{ i R20 0.2 3.1 2.1 2.3 3.2 2.2
- 21 0.3 32 2.2 05 14 23
BT EamEeca EECEEEE
; 1
Lj Freeway Modeling Results PM Peak Traffic Period.
2010 Build PM 2020 Build PM
fam] Recepier maodeled 1-hr wibg 8-hr wihg modeled 1-hr nw/bg 8-hr w/bg
}‘ ! R1 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.3
— R2 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.3 3.2 2.2
R3 0.1 3.0 21 0.1 3.0 2.1
)ﬂ-] R4 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.3 3.2 2.2
L RS 0.1 3.0 21 0.2 3.1 2.1
R6 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.5 3.4 2.3
= | wm 0.3 3.2 22 .3 32 2.2
| RS 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.3 3.2 2.2
Lo R9 0,1 3.0 2.1 0.3 3.2 2.2
RI0 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.3 3.2 2,2
O Rl 0.3 3.2 2.2 04 33 2.3
. RIZ 0.4 3.3 2.3 0.5 3.4 2.3
- RI3 0.5 3.4 2.3 0.5 3.4 2.3
— R14 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.4 3.3 2.3
; RIS 0.2 3.1 2.1 0.4 2.3 2.3
L RI6 0.2 a1 2.1 0.3 3.2 2.2
RIT 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.3
- RI8 0.4 33 2.3 0.5 3.4 2.3
i Ri9 0.1 3.0 2,1 0.2 3.1 2.1
- R20 0.2 34 2.1 0.3 3.2 2.2
—_— R21 0.3 3.2 2.2 0.5 3.4 2.3
I Totals 3.4 2.3 g 34 | 23

Source; Louis Berger Group, Inc. 2001,




Table B-1 Summary of MOBILESa Input Modeling Parameters

Registration Distribution: MOBILESa Default

Vehicle Mix: MOBILESa Default

Vehicle Operating Mode Phases: MOBILESa Defauit

Vehicle Speeds (mph): Freeway 35; Intersection/Expressway 15
Ambient Temperature: 21°F

Hydrocarbon Emission Composition: Carbon Monoxide (CO) only

Inspection / Maintenance Program: No Program Modeled

Anti-Tampering Program: No Program Modeled

Stage II Vapor Recovery: No Program Modeled

Reformulated Gas: No Program Modeled



Table C-1 Summary of CAL3QHC Input Modeling Parameters

Site Geometry: AutoCAD or Digitized Mapping
Traffic Data: AM & PM Peak Hour Volumes
Receptor Height 6 feet (1.8 meters)

Averaging Period 60 minutes (1 hr)

Meteorology: - Wind Speed 1 meter per second

Atmospheric Stability E (5)
Mixing Height 1000 meters
Wind Angle 10° Increments for 0°-360°

Surface Roughness: 108 cm. (single family residential)
175 cm (office area)
74 cm (corm)
11 cm (grass)

1-Hr to 8-Hr Persistence Factor: 0.7 (USEPA/IEPA recommended default)

Eight-hour Background CO Value: 2.0 ppm
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